Scholars have been increasingly interested in how everyday interactions in various places with people from different ethnic/religious background impact inter-group relations. Drawing on representative surveys in Leeds and Warsaw (2012), we examine whether encounters with ethnic and religious minorities in different type of space are associated with more tolerance towards them.
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Introduction
In recent years social scientists have become more engaged with the question how we develop the capacity to live with difference and reduce prejudice. The geography of encounter literature has critically acknowledged the varied forms which such contact takes, ranging from fleeting moments of connection between strangers at bus-stops, in cafés or at the school gate, to the more habitual coexistence of neighbours, and work colleagues (Amin, 2002; Hemming, 2011; Matejskova and Leitner, 2011; Valentine, 2008) . Simultaneously, a rich social sciences literature emerged and investigated how ethnic diversity impacts social cohesion (Lancee and Dronkers, 2011; Laurence, 2014; Tolsma et al., 2009 ) and how inter-ethnic contact affects social relations between people living in more/less diverse communities (Vervoort et al., 2011; Stolle et al., 2013 ). More recent studies tested the effect of contextual diversity of other spaces, such as associations (Van der Meer, 2015) or schools (Janmaat, 2015) , on outgroup attitudes. Yet, to our knowledge, the role of contact in different types of space has not been systematically investigated in one study.
Drawing on literature from human geography, sociology, psychology and urban studies, we aim , 2009: 15) . Specifically, this paper broadens the debate on urban encounters by focusing on a wider array of sites that might improve inter-ethnic relations than previous studies. We do so by analysing data from a representative survey on attitudes conducted in Leeds and Warsaw in 2012. Through developing statistical models we examine whether encounters in selected spaces are significant
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Our contribution is threefold. First, previous research on inter-group encounters has predominantly focused on one type of contact, usually the frequency of contact with neighbours.
Some authors concluded that future studies should investigate different types of spaces and the availability of meeting places within the neighbourhoods (Vervoort et al., 2011) , or activities that span outside the residential area, since experiences in other spaces also extort impact on social life outcomes (Van Kempen and Wissink, 2014) . Recent research in ethnic studies examined the importance of inter-ethnic contact in various places, such as social organisations (Achbari, 2015) , workplace (Kokkonen et al., 2014) or leisure spaces (Schaeffer, 2013) . In our study we analyse the role of contact in these different types of space simultaneously. Space is , i.e. constructed in social relations (Lefebvre, 1991 (Lefebvre, [1974 ). As such, we argue that encounters in different spaces have different of the individual moment into a more general positive respect for rather than merely tolerance of , 2008: 325) .
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Secondly, we distinguish between the emotional and behavioural components of outgroup attitudes. The emotional component is closer to the traditional understanding of prejudice as antipathy, e.g. used by Allport (1997 Allport ( [1954 ) in his research on contact. While the affective dimension of attitudes indicates the the behavioural component indicates behavioural intentions and it does not have to be consistent with the emotional component (Blokland and Van Eijk, 2010) . We compare emotional attitudes towards minority groups with declarations whether people would be friendly towards minority who share neighbourhood space with them.
Thirdly, recognising that debates about inter-ethnic encounters have primarily drawn on research conducted in the United States and Western Europe neglecting the dissimilar nature of patterns of diversity in other parts of Europe, we draw on a comparative study conducted in Leeds, UK and Warsaw, Poland Living with Difference in Europe: Making communities out of strangers in an era of super mobilit (2010 -2014 see Piekut et al. 2012; Piekut and Valentine 2016;  ethnically diverse and cosmopolitan city in Poland, although the size of the ethnic minority population is very low, app. 1%. By comparing these cities we investigate how different urban and socio cultural contexts may refract opportunities of inter-ethnic contacts in different types of space and in consequence differently shape attitudes towards outgroup.
Theoretical Framework

Inter-ethnic Contact and Outgroup Attitudes
Attitudes, as inter/intra-group preferences, could be regarded as one of the dimensions of social cohesion understood as a degree of interconnectedness between individuals (Van der Meer and Tolsma, 2014). However, outgroup attitudes and social interactions are mutually dependent, as , 1997[1954] ). According to this influential psychological theory, inter-group relations can be improved and prejudice reduced, if intergroup contact takes place in specific conditions: amongst others, people have common goals and the contact is supported institutionally. Yet, even in case of no institutional support, more casual encounters in everyday spaces can improve intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006) . Several empirical studies have demonstrated that the contextual effects of ethnic exposure are important for understanding the dynamics of social relations with the residential area. As the size of minority groups increases, majority members have more opportunities to meet minority group members (Vervoort et al., 2011; Huijts et al., 2014) ; although the quality of such contacts may be lower in diverse neighbourhoods than in homogenous ones (Lancee and Dronkers, 2011) . Hence, the ethnic heterogeneity can be , 2014; Schlueter and Scheepers, 2010) .
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The rich literature on the effects of ethnic diversity and the role of contact usually reports the frequency of contact with neighbours (Huijts et al., 2014; Lancee and Dronkers, 2011; Stolle et al. 2008) or existence of significant relations with outgroup members, such as family ties or friendships G T -Ruiz, 2014; Koopmans and Veit, 2014) . However, within or outside neighbourhood interactions take place in different spaces (Huijts et al., 2014; Laurence, 2014) and people are involved in activities cross-cutting residential zones (Van Kempen and Wissink, 2014) .
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that the relationship between inter-group contact and attitudes may be different depending on the specific social space in the city where the interaction occurs (family, work, neighbourhood and circle of friends). Koopmans and Veit (2014) acknowledged the variety in urban encounters by distinguishing between close and distant encounters (friends, acquaintances and encounters with strangers) and positive and negative experiences. Building on this work, we argue that because the nature of encounter is socially produced differently in different types of space, depending whether the encounter setting is more public or private, inter-ethnic contact in different spaces will have a different effect on attitudes towards minorities. We explain our approach below.
Hypothesising Urban Encounters
In thinking about encounters we recognise that the simple dichotomy of public-private space is problematic and does not cover the complexity of social behaviour (Staeheli and Mitchell, 2004) . On the basis of the human geography literature on encounters and empirical studies investigating the effects of diversity on social relations, we developed a typology of spaces that differ in the quality of social interactions that they facilitate. These are: public space (streets, parks, public transport, public services), institutional space (workplace and school), socialisation space (social organisations, sport f religious meetings), consumption space (cafés, bars, restaurants, and clubs), and private space (immediate and extended family).
Public space is a space open to everybody; as such it offers a higher probability of meeting those different from ourselves than other types of space. Such encounters happen within neighbourly streets, parks, local services (e.g. shops) or public transport, but they also transcend the neighbourhood boundaries. The openness of public space makes it an ideal realm for inter-group encounters, since people from diverse backgrounds can mix and interact with each other. However, this ideal does not necessarily hold true since urban space is socially constructed and reflects complex social (and power) relations between various groups. As a consequence, less-empowered groups often have difficultly accessing and using everyday public spaces (Mitchell, 1995) . Recent studies have questioned the role of urban encounters in public space in reducing prejudice and it has been recognised W , 2009).
Proximity doe , instead people who exchange civilities in public might still hold prejudicial views towards minority ethnic groups (Valentine, 2008) . Similarly, quantitative studies have demonstrated that an increase in ethnic diversity in urban space does not directly lead to improved social relations and attitudes (cf. Laurence, 2014; Schlueter and Scheepers, 2010; Stolle et al., 2013) . Encounters between individuals from different groups in public spaces are -cultural exchange in -segregation instead of the strengthening of community ties (Cantle, 2004; Phillips, 2006) . Given that encounters in public spaces are often fleeting and are constructed according to the rules of civility and anonymity, they provide little opportunity for sustained contact that m from themselves. We argue that interactions in quasi-public spaces, such as consumption space, institutional space and socialisation space have more potential in shaping outgroup attitudes.
Consumption spaces, such as cafés, bars and restaurants, although embedded within public space, comprise environments where different rules of conduct operate. As Laurier and Philo (2006: tomer and, with it, P café and simultaneously enter reciprocal arrangement with other customers to obey certain rules in " W 9) market study demonstrated that a café and a food van were attended by regular shoppers living in the neighbourhood who would visit market on a daily or weekly basis. There is also statistical evidence that encounters in local pubs and restaurants coupled with inter--ethnic neighbourhood acquaintances (Schaeffer, T connections and acquaintances can be developed there than with people occasionally encountered in a street or in a park, and because of that we would expect encounters in consumption space to have more positive effect on prejudice reduction.
Further, we argue that institutional space, such as the workplace and educational settings, is a specific type of places where encounters with difference are developed and sustained. On the one hand, the formality of such relations is guaranteed by employer-worker agreements or university rules and by equality laws; on the other hand, both institutional spaces are a realm where friendships can develop which stretch beyond that environment. However, when valued resources, such as status, power and pay are not equally redistributed in diverse workplaces then relations can be based on competition instead of cooperation (Harrison and Klein, 2007) , especially for workers with lower socio-economic occupations co-workers because of greater vulnerability of their employment (DiTomaso et al., 2007) . Even in university campuses which offer opportunities for intense and prolonged interactions with difference, intergroup communication can be hardened by institutional obstacles and developed along the lines of (un)privilege (Andersson et al., 2012 ). Yet, because residential segregation is often greater than workplace segregation, the workplace gives more opportunity to develop inter-ethnic friendships than residential areas (Ellis et al., 2004; Kokkonen et al., 2014) . We therefore argue that intergroup contact in institutional spaces will have a stronger positive impact on attitudes than encounters in public and consumption space. (Hemming, 2011) . As such, we argue, that people with interethnic contact in private space will be more tolerant towards ethno-religious difference than those encountering minorities in other types of space.
In sum, we have identified five types of space which form the basis of our analysis: public, consumption, institutional, socialisation and private spaces. These vary according to the quality of interaction that they facilitate as summarised in Table 1. [ The sampling procedure was implemented in two steps. First, the population in each city was stratified by eight types of communities offering opportunities varying in contact with difference, which were created on the basis of secondary data using cluster analysis (see Authors, 2012 The samples thus provide a representative cross section of residents for each city population.
Dependent variables
We addressed outgroup attitudes intentions towards minorities. We measured affective attitudes towards minorities with the We control for in-group bias/favouritism (Hewstone, 2003) by excluding people of non-White
British ethnicity (N=317) and non-Polish nationality from the analysis (N=19). As such, we use slightly two dissimilar majority-minority divisions, both, however, corresponding to different ways of categorising difference in each country. Mean scores of affective and behavioural intentions are presented in Table 2 , where they were normalised to a 0-1 scale for comparativeness.
' one with another (see Table 3 ), what suggests that attitudes towards different outgroups have a common core and are associated one with another (Pettigrew, 2009; Zick et al., 2011) . The highest levels of prejudice are observed towards travellers, gypsies, and Roma people in both cities.
However, this attitude was less strongly correlated with other attitudes. Confirmatory factor analyses demonstrated higher uniqueness of this variable (i.e. lower relevance to the factor model).
In consequence, we excluded it from the analysis and the final two measures we use are: a mean of affective attitudes towards Muslim people, Black people, Refugees/asylum seekers and Jewish people and a mean of behavioural intentions towards the same groups.
[ Tables 2 & 3 about here]
Contact and places of encounters
We used a multi-response question asking whether respondents usually come into contact with people of different ethnicity and religion in specific sites. In case of private space we used a different question to measure contact in this type of space.
Only contact with ethnic minorities was measured and we asked about extended and immediate family members of different ethnic background. Later the sites of the most frequent contacts were classified into the five types of spaces as discussed above and demonstrated in Table 4 . At the end we created five binary variables, each indicating whether an individual reported interethnic/religious contact in a given type of space.
[ Table 4 about here]
Analytical strategy and contextual-level controls
Our respondents are nested within neighbourhoods Output Areas in Leeds (OAs; app. 300 . Finally, the demographic profile of a spatial community impacts the lifestyle and availability of socialisation and consumption spaces, especially if children and younger cohorts dominate in an area (Schaeffer, 2013) . Hence, we include the percentage of population aged less than 30 years at the neighbourhood level.
Individual level control variables
We control for basic demographic characteristics, such as: age, gender, marital status, (dis)ability conditions and religious affiliation, which impact individual preferences regarding socialising with others in urban spaces. People of lower income, manual occupations and lower education, whose position in the labour market is less secure and thus more disadvantaged, have more negative attributes towards other groups, because they are more often perceived by them as a threat and competitors over resources (Zick et al., 2011) . We included education level (5 levels for Leeds and 4 levels for Warsaw) 8 and employment status (employed = 1) 9
. We also controlled for life satisfaction (measured on a 5-point scale), since people less satisfied with their lives have a generally more sceptical approach towards people due to lower self-esteem (Hewstone et al., 2002: 580) .
Finally, the question of self-selection into encounter and reversed causality in the relationship between outgroup attitudes and inter-ethnic contact has to be considered (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006 ). More tolerant people may self-select into some social activities (Achbari, 2015; Janmaat, 2015; Van der Meer, 2015) and it could be alternatively argued that people with more negative orientation towards minority groups will be less likely to seek encounters with them. To diminish this
(Yes, avoided them = 1). This control variable could be less effective in case of involuntary contacts, which take place in private or institutional spaces, yet, it could be argued that people could still avoid relatives or work colleagues in the same way they would avoid contact with strangers in public or consumption spaces.
Missing dependent variables were deleted listwise and independent variables were dealt with using multiple imputation procedure in Stata 14 (StataCorp 2013). The final same sizes for Leeds are N=1228 for affective attitudes and N=1235 for behavioural attitudes, and N=1467 and N=1476 for Warsaw, respectively. All independent variables were tested for possible multicollinearity effects.
Descriptive statistics for independent variables are presented in Table 5 .
[ Table 5 about here]
Results and Discussion
United Kingdom has a history of a postcolonial immigration in last decades resulting in super-
Poland, in contrast, is slowly ethnically diversifying, yet these processes are more visible in Warsaw, (Ilczuk et al. 2006) . It is thus not surprising that ethnic family diversity is greater in Leeds too. In Leeds almost every fifth respondent stated that they have a family member from a different ethnic background and 5% of respondents in Warsaw have family members of foreign origin (see Table 4 
Exploring the role of contact in urban space
In the first step we look at the models containing individual level and contextual level control variables only. The first outcome variable, affective attitudes towards ethno-religious minorities, is not associated with the minority groups size at the neighbourhood level either in Leeds or Warsaw In models L2 and W2 we added private space encounter and one urban contact variable without P frequent interactions with either ethnic or religious minorities in urban space have more favourable affective attitudes towards them, but such overall urban contact is not related to behavioural intentions. If we were to stop our analysis here, we would obtain mixed results regarding the role of interethnic contact for prejudice reduction in both cities. Hence, in further steps we investigate different types of space in which the contact occurs.
Spaces of encounter and outgroup attitudes
11
In the final models L3 and W3 we split the urban contact variable into four types of spaces of encounter: public, consumption, institutional, and socialization space, with private space contact kept as a separate type. We examine which type of space is associated with more positive attitudes. In sum, in Leeds having inter-ethnic contacts in institutional and socialisation spaces is associated with less affective prejudice, i.e. more liking of ethno-religious minorities, but only encounters in socialisation spaces (e.g. hobby clubs, social organisations) are related to the preference of sharing neighbourhood space with minorities. Previous research demonstrated that workplace diversity has an unclear effect on group relationships and it depends on a wider societal context (Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007) . Both studied countries have implemented equality and anti-discrimination legislation in a response to the EU directives, but in Poland equality norms predominantly focused on rights and duties of employers and employees rather than on the protection of minorities (Bojarski, 2011) 12 . Hence, it could be argued that equality legislation in the British labour market may be more supportive than in Polish labour market in creating a welcoming environment for people of different backgrounds. Secondly, work arrangements and status within an institution could be -foster cooperation and cross-ethnic friendships (Payne et al., 2013) . We have not asked about the position within institutions, so we used the level of qualifications as a proxy. However, the interaction term between qualifications and contact in the institutional space is not significant, indicating that encounters in institutional space impact people of different qualifications in a similar way (data not shown).
It seems that in Leeds contact in socialisation spaces have the highest potential to improve attitudes and behaviours. Socialisation spaces include voluntary groups, hobby clubs, social organisations or places of worship, so they facilitate contacts of higher quality than encounters in public space (Lancee and Dronkers, 2011) . In these kinds of space people do not meet, because they are of similar ethnicity or religion, but there are other commonalities beyond these characteristics that unite them: interests and social activities. Thus, people who are from an outgroup (e.g. of --group (e.g. people engaged in the same social activity) that decreases intergroup bias and supports improvement of inter-ethnic relations (Hewstone et al., 2002) .
Turning now to the results for Warsaw, encounters in public (e.g. streets, park, transport) and consumption spaces (e.g. cafés, restaurants, bars, pubs) are related to higher affective attitudes (W3-Aff), but again, only encounter in quasi-public spaces of consumption, contribute to the improvement of behavioural attitudes and more openness towards potential neighbours of minority ethnic/religious background (W3-Beh). Why do consumption spaces play a more significant role in prejudice reduction in Warsaw than in Leeds? One explanation could be the different status of some P class people, serving in socialism as s gathering space for urban activists (Kusiak, 2012) . As such, consumption spaces in Warsaw play a similar role to socialisation spaces in Leeds, where members of the minority ethnic and religious common activity.
Another reason could be related to different age and family structure of minority populations in We also hypothesised that people with minority ethnic family members will be most tolerant, since their encounters with difference occur in the setting facilitating intimate relations, and thus, they should have more respectful attitudes towards others. In Warsaw family diversity is positively related to an improvement in behavioural intentions, but not to an improvement of affections towards people of different ethnicity and religion. In Leeds encounters in private space are not significant predictors of attitude O T A we observe the same patter as in Warsaw. When encounters are limited to a single family member, the exempting process is likely to occur (Matejskova and Leitner, 2011: 734) i.e. the individual is perceived to be exceptional and not to represent a minority group or minorities in general, so in turn, prejudice towards minorities may be not challenged. Interestingly, such exceptionalism might operate in Leeds, where inter-ethnic unions are more common than in Warsaw.
[ Tables 6 & 7 about here]
Conclusions
Many studies across Europe have recently investigated the relationship between growing ethnic diversity and social cohesion, including inter-group attitudes, trust or cooperation (Van der Meer and Tolsma, 2014). However, most of these studies do not recognise the multiplicity of forms of encounter that extend beyond the neighbourhood space (Van Kempen and Wissink, 2014) . In this paper we have responded to the need for a more systematic investigation of attitudes towards minorities in urban space that have been both expressed in human geography literature on the spaces of encounters (Hemming, 2011; Matejskova and Leitner, 2011; Valentine, 2008) and social science literature on social cohesion (Huijts et al., 2014; Laurence, 2014; Vervoort et al., 2011) .
Drawing on data from a representative survey conducted in Leeds and Warsaw, we examined which spaces of encounters have the strongest effect on attitudes and behavioural intentions towards people from ethno-religious minority background. In doing so, we divided spaces of encounters into five types: public (streets, parks, local facilities (e.g. shops) and public transport), consumption (cafés, restaurants, bars and pubs), institutional (workplace and study), socialisation (social W interactions facilitated by each space differ in the degree of intimacy and formality, contact in each space will differently impact outgroup attitudes. We expected that, in general, contact operationalised as engagement in an interaction with people of different ethnicity or religion will be positively associated with attitudes, but its effects will be the strongest in case of encounters in private space, where close ties are developed, and the weakest in case of public space, where more fleeting interactions take place. As more tolerant people may self-select into more diverse spaces (Janmaat, 2015 ; Van der Meer, 2015), we controlled for contact avoidance and included in our models contact in different types of space simultaneously.
T different spaces in Leeds and Warsaw. Our results partially support our hypothesis that encounters in quasi-public spaces have a stronger effect on attitudes than encounters in public spaces, but we did not confirm the hypothesized ordering of the impact strength of the spaces. Even though encounters in public space were not the weakest predictor of intergroup relations in all models, only in Warsaw contact in public spaces had a significant and positive impact on affective attitudes after other types of encounters, taking place in smaller-scale spaces, were added to the models.
Importantly, contacts in dissimilar types of space hold a prejudice-reduction potential in both cities.
In Leeds people encountering difference in institutional and socialisation spaces expressed more favourable affective attitudes towards ethnic and religious minorities, whereas the behavioural propensity to have neighbours from minority groups was linked to family and socialisation space experiences. Hence, in Leeds encounters in institutional settings contribute to an increase in B V E , 2010) does not translate into the willingness to have positive contact with minority neighbours.
Instead, encounters in socialisation spaces significantly reduce reservation towards potential, new outgroup neighbours. Meanwhile, in Warsaw encounters with people of non-Polish nationality and minority religion in public and consumption spaces are positively associated with emotional attitudes, but only contact in consumption spaces is an important predictor of behavioural intentions to be friendly towards minority neighbours. With lower levels of immigration, younger society in P difference for residents in Warsaw. As a consequence, in both contexts different spaces facilitate encounters based on active choice which may lead to the development of interethnic friendships (cf.
Dirksmeier, 2014).
We also argued that interethnic contact brought through family space will have the strongest positive role in prejudice reduction. On the one hand, having an ethnic minority member in the family does not increase affective attitudes towards difference. On the other hand, family encounters do reduce the behavioural reservations related to sharing neighbourhood space with minority groups outgroup members, it may still teach how to live with difference. This mismatch between emotional and behavioural preferences towards minority groups exposes the complexities of prejudice, because even intimate, but selective enc
In sum, although ethnic diversity increases meeting opportunities with ethnic minorities and facilitates more frequent interactions with neighbours and other residents (Huijts et al., 2014; Schaeffer, 2013) , inter-ethnic contact in public spaces is not associated with lower prejudice level either in Leeds or Warsaw to the same extent as encounters in some other spaces are. Importantly, change attitudes towards ethnic or religious minorities in positive ways, could take place in different quasi-public spaces in different socio-cultural contexts. The obtained results point to a need for more conceptual work to explore how and why some moderate encounters in urban space.
Our study has some limitations, which we optimistically consider a future research agenda.
Although our survey investigated the spatial dimension of urban encounters with difference, other qualities of contact due to length limitation of our questionnaire were left unmeasured. We have not asked about the frequency of contact (Huijts et al., 2014) or with whom the contact occurs, i.e.
whether these are close friends, neighbours or strangers (Dirksmeier, 2014) . It could be argued that after controlling for the frequency of interaction and with whom a person engages in a contact, the importance of space of encounter will disappear. Moreover, other studies confirmed that some inter-ethnic contacts could be an unpleasant experience and instead of prejudice reduction they can strengthen it (Koopmans and Veit, 2014) . Hence, contact valence could be another attribute to include in quantitative measurement tools. Also, it could be worth exploring where exactly in the city space inter-ethnic/religious encounters take place within respondents neighbourhoods, in wider communities (district or ward level) or in more distant to home locations. Are there any places in a studied city I W , 2009), or a community managed social club (Amin, 2002) . Such geography of encounters could be explored in more complex way by developing a self-administered survey which is answered on a smartphone, and it also allows device paradata collection, like geolocation (Callegaro et al., 2015) . If combined with a longitudinal design, the survey could produce rich research data on the causal relationship between encounters in different urban spaces and outgroup attitudes. Although we tried to control for self-selection into contact, data collected in our cross-sectional survey does not allow inferring causality between contact and attitudes, and remains correlational in nature.
In sum, presented analysis brings new insights into studies investigating the relationship between ethnic diversity and social cohesion and the role of inter-group contact. To-date most studies focus on one dimension of inter-ethnic interactions (e.g. friendships) or one space of contact (e.g. neighbourhood or workplace) without recognising the variety of spaces of encounters. We demonstrated that research examining the effects of ethnic diversity and the moderating role of contact should include multiple spaces of encounters within and outside neighbourhoods. We believe that future studies should pay closer attention not only to the type of space in which contact Nonetheless, our analysis showed that where the contact occurs should be more often addressed in T direct policy measures to acknowledge the different potential brought by particular spaces of encounter in building more cohesive communities.
Notes:
1 OAs and SRs with less than 80 addresses (to ensure the interviewer had enough addresses to achieve the quota) and more than 1000 addresses (to exclude areas with hospitals/prisons/university accommodation) were removed from the sampling frame.
2 Working population was defined as being employed or self-employed and not working population included people being unemployed and economically inactive, but also full-time students who were inactive in the labour market.
3 T number of level-2 units, it should have little impact on the quality of the estimations (Bell et al. 2010 ).
Blokland, T., and G. For Warsaw data education levels 1 and 2 were merged and this joint category constitutes a reference category. 
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Supplementary Material B. The moderating role of contextual ethnic diversity on the relationship between contact in different spaces and outgroup attitudes
We tested whether neighbourhood ethnic diversity (% of non-White British or non-Polish residents) moderates the relationship between contact with ethnic/religious minorities in different type of space and outgroup attitudes. We should bear in mind, that in the surveys we asked about contacts within and outside neighbourhood space, hence the contextual effects of residential areas could be less significant, especially in case of spaces that are located outside the neighbourhood like workplace and school.
In case of affective attitudes in Leeds we found none significant interactions between the neighbourhood diversity indicator and types of contact. In case of behavioural attitudes we see that people living in more diverse neighbourhood and interacting with minorities in consumption and institutional spaces are more likely to be prejudiced.
In Warsaw patterns for both attitudes are the same. For people living in more diverse residential areas encounters in public and socialisation spaces are associated with lower levels of tolerance.
There is also a significant interaction between contact in consumption space and neighbourhood diversity people living in more diverse areas and encountering minorities in consumption spaces have more favourable emotions towards them than those living in diverse areas, but do not interacting with ethnic/religious minorities in consumption space. 
